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ABSTRACT
The City Village thesis maintains that the diverse activities of living and working
can co-inhabit the same complex of buildings providing that this complex promotes
community through the architecture of its form and circulation network.
The design is built upon the premise that the separation of living and working spaces
is no longer a necessity. Telecommunications, new technologies, non-industrial and
non-noxious industries are changing the nature of the workplace and allowing its
integration into residential neighborhoods. The influx of independent consultants
and small businesses to urban communications nuclei such as Cambridge or the Greater
Boston area have affected city growth patterns by increasing urban density and
decreasing liveability.
This thesis investigates a resolution to the problems cited by proposing a mixed-use
development which can accommodate for increased density while providing for the
inherent qualities of human liveability: light, air, space, privacy, and community.
Organized around a common outdoor courtyard garden, the City Village is a complex of
interdependent buildings linked to each other and to the street by a system of paths
and places which allow continuous movement between public, semi-public, and private
zones. Critical to the design is the creation of a circulation network, the system
of paths and places, wherein people engaged in differing activities might mingle
together with ease and concord.
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The specific site, chosen in Harvard Square, Cambridge, Massachusetts, borders both a
busy commercial thoroughfare and a residential neighborhood. This site allows the
architect to be guided by a design program reflecting:
1. The growth and change of a community's scale, density, and social needs,
2. the character and liveability of a neighborhood, and
3. the context and connection of the architecture to the neighboring community.
Thesis supervisor: Jan Wampler
Title: Associate Professor of Architecture
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"Large scale imageable environments
are rare today. Yet the spatial
organization of contemporary life,
the speed of movement, and the speed
and scale of new construction, all
make it possible and necessary to
construct such environments by
conscious design. This study points
out, even if only in an elementary
way, one approach to this new land
of design. It is the thesis of
these pages that a large city
environment can have sensuous form.
To design such a form is rarely
attempted today: the entire problem
is either neglected or relegated to
the piecemeal application of
architectural or site-planning
principles."
Kevin Lynch. The Image of the City.
Camb., MA., M.I.T. Press, 1960.
p. 119.
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A Brief History
The search for a liveable environment is the
enduring quest of man, physically, politically,
and economically governing his activities in his
environment. Since the first shelters, the desire
for useful, comfortable and secure accommodations
has directed man to design, build and re-design
and re-build his environment countless times. As
population increases force man into smaller and
more dense territories, new patterns emerge in his
activities.
The economic, intellectual, and social
dependence of man on the city is undeniable.
Cities remain the principal distribution centers
for merchandise and information as well as being
the centers for medical and cultural activities.
Newtowne or Old Cambridge began as a small
fortified grid-like village with a fenced in
common for the grazing of animals. The village
grew first as an intellectual center with the
opening of Harvard College in 1636 and then as
an industrial center in the mid-19th century.
Like all American industrial cities the density
3
and population growth radically changed the
environment for its inhabitants. overcrowding and
industrial pollution began to force residents to
look for their security, peace, and air elsewhere.
Boulevards and commuter roadways were built to
extend into the open rural landscape. Increased
mobility came in the 19th century with the train
and in the 20th century with the automobile. Now
the possibility existed for travel away from the
pollution of the industrial workplace; and work
could now be separated from living.
The separation of the workplace from the home
became the 19th century's ideal model for 'subur-
ban' development. Utopiasts such as Ebenezer
Howard in England and Frederick Law Olmstead in
the United States designed and promoted the
concept of separating home and work. Commuting to
work, whether it was across the town or across the
county was quickly becoming a part of Americana.
The industrial city, meanwhile, thrived and
grew and became not only America's economic and
political power center, but also a center of
crime, pollution, and congestion. By the turn of
the century liveability in the urban environment
was at a low.
4
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In the past eighty years we have seen major
improvements in urban liveability, particularly in
the areas of public transportation and public
sanitation. Yet as recently as 1982, well known
urban planners such as Donald Appleyard and Allan
Jacobs have said:
"While housing conditions in most advanced
countries have improved in terms of such funda-
mentals as light, air, and space, the surround-
ings of homes are still frequently dangerous,
polluted, noisy, anonymous waste-lands while
travel around such cities has become more and
more fatiguing and stressful."'
The pursuit then, of the liveable environment, is
the search for not only light, air, and space but
also for privacy and community.
5
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-The Problem
This thesis looks at the question of urban
liveability in Cambridge, MA., a medium dense city
with a population of approximately 95,000.
Situated directly across the Charles River from
Boston, Cambridge reflects the rapid growth and
increased density changes of the Greater Boston
area. The kecent "boom" in Boston's economy,
resulting from the area's attraction of high
technology industry, is straining the urban fabric
of the existing metropolitan areas. The migration
of these new industries to the area, the building
of offices to house these new companies, and the
influx of new workers has pressured the area's
resources causing severe housing shortages,
changes in land use priorities, and traffic
congestion on antiquated roadways. The recent
trend in Cambridge has been to build single use
office space in prime locations. Development has
created a built density which is transforming the
village-like nature of Cambridge, and threatening
its characteristic neighborhood streets of
detached single family homes, wood frame triple
6
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deckers, and small apartment buildings that
surround its numerous commercial squares.
An example of this is the One Kendall Square
development of the old Bilt-rite plant. This
development, of single use office space has
expanded the commercial boundaries of the Cam-
bridge Center office development and formed an
abrupt edge with the adjacent residential neigh-
borhood. A better development of this location
might have been to provide for mixed-use loft-
style residences and offices, and create a
transitional zone between Cambridge Center office
use and East Cambridge residential. A more
positive planning approach has been taken in the
Lechmere Canal Project where housing and office
are mixed, although each building provides for a
single use.
There is no doubt that the urbanization of
Cambridge and eventually the world population will
create new demands on man and his environment.
And with these density changes come the inevitable
fact that man must learn to cope with the problems
of density as well as the problems of living
together. Perhaps, then, a goal of new urban
7
design is to provide for and create human priva-
cies within any building density. In his book,
Shape of Community, Serge Chermayeff summarizes:
"Privacy - the option of salutary solitude -
was postulated as essential to healthy human
condition and therefore to be preserved under
any circumstances in the human habitat. The
idea that this desirable state could only be
obtained in areas of low density was demon-
strated to be illusory; the book [Community
and Privacy by Chermayeff and Alexander]
argued that design could produce the desired
results anywhere." 2
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A Proposition
The City Village is a thesis proposing a
design for a mixed-use, residential and office,
community, that can accommodate for density and
lifestyle needs in the medium dense city of
Cambridge, Massachusetts. Although this thesis is
a site specific design for Cambridge, it may also
act as a prototype or model for building more
dense housing and office space in a city while
retaining its contextual characteristics, and
promoting a liveable environment. In the design,
attention will be paid to the creation of a semi-
public zone which will build both privacy and
community while it acts as a transition between
public and private zones. The historical model of
the New England colonial village and the contempo-
rary European designs of urban housing with
pedestrian street have provided conceptual
references for this work. Yet of paramount
importance, and guiding the design throughout,
will be the following questions:
10
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~1. Can a compound or village form exist in
an urban environment?
2. Is there a successful architectural model
integrating residential and work uses?
3. What level of services is required to
provide a sense of community for its members?
4. How can a contemporary architectural
image still provide for the user's desire for
conventional and traditional housing and
workspace?
5. How can new design be worked into the
fabric of an existing neighborhood?
6. Do residents want their work space to be
architecturally different from their home? What
is the level of comfort desired today? Should
workspace be immediately adjacent to the home?
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THE CITY VILLAGE
"The concept of mixed-use runs far
back in history, to the ancient
Greek Agora, the medieval market
square, and the mix of residential
and commercial uses found in may
19th century European cities. A
predecessor project in this country
was Rockefeller Center, developed in
special historical circumstances
during the depths of the depression.
But the development of mutually-
supporting activities in a single
compactly-configured real estate
project is a very recent innovation
in urban land use, dating from only
the mid-1950's, as it represents a
special response to a combination of
contemporary forces affecting urban
development form."
Mixed-Use Developments: New Ways of
Land Use, Technical Bulletin 71, The
Urban Land Institute, Washington,
-D.C.
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The Image
The image of the City Village is a synthesis
of American "village square communalism" and the
diversity of an urban system: its differing
people, buildings, and uses. It is a small scale
working and residential community within a greater
metropolitan area providing the features of a
colonial New England village and a contemporary
urban center.
The New England colonial village was small.
Its plan usually featured a town green with a
church and a town hall at one end. This public
area became a focus for the village: a marker
reminding the inhabitants of the social and
political forces at work. Craft workshops and
merchants serviced the town and its immediate
environs. Common economic interests or 'resources
often helped build communalism. Two examples
might be Mystic.seaport in Connecticut which
thrived on the whaling and boat building trade,
and Sturbridge village, which was primarily
agricultural. According to the landscape archi-
tect J.B. Jackson, the street in the American 13
village or small town was treated "as a strictly
local convenience., Visually speaking, the town
was a compact composition of pitched roofs with
brick chimneys, and here and there a white steeple
or belfry. It clustered around some feature of
the landscape that could provide it with work - a
good harbor, a navigable river, a waterfall. It
was small, but it was crowded, for people lived as
near as they could to their places of work, and
often on the floor above their workshop or office
or store. Traffic, mostly pedestrian, was slow
and short-ranged."3
The image of America as a frontier, a promised
land of natural resources and human grit and
fortitude is still with us today. Thomas Jeffer-
son lauded the agricultural life and denounced the
evils of the urban center. Working the land and
producing crops and food was thought to be the
basis for good moral character. The image of the
village or small town is still attractive to most
Americans, for that vision of life, however,
romantic, represents the ideal of honorable people
working together in friendship. Fixed into our
dream of liveability is the community as a
sanctuary: restorative, comfortable, and private.14
--------------
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The City Village Solution
The City Village presents village liveability
in an urban context by simultaneously providing
for increased density and the sentiment of
community. It is the intention of this community
to provide its residents with a limited number of
social services, while not precluding them from
participating in the immediate and greater
metropolitan area.
An overlap between the character of the
'village' and the urban context of the 'city' is
critical to the success of the project. Isola-
tionism is both impossible and unintended. User
interaction will occur directly through user
dependence on city amenities such as medical and
economic services, transportation, and all the
cultural and culinary offerings of urban living-
movies, theatre, museums, and restaurants.
By urban standards, the village would be a
small scale medium dense complex of architectural-
ly interrelated structures organized around shared
space and shared services. The buildings of
varied scale embrace a central public garden
15
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courtyard. As a focal element this public garden
roots t)ie complex to the greater urban landscape
and to itself by a network of public, semi-public
and semi-private pedestrian paths and places.
The design of the shared public and semi-
public places such as the courtyard, lobbies,
balconies, and terraces is fundamental for the
union of differing activities and for the encour-
agement of social intercourse. These shared
spaces provide for a comfortable meeting between
the briefcase and the baby carriage!
Social services are provided for the conveni-
ence of residents and workers with the hope that
these services might also create a greater range
and depth of social interaction. The probable
resident/worker at the City Village would be non-
industrial business, and the self-employed
business person attracted to the community by its
scale, location, and shared business resources.
As in the New England village, community bonding
might come from these shared interests and the
shared service needs offered in the design. (See
the section on service nodes in the Chapter on
Design.) The public spaces, the shared services,
and the proximity of the home and the workplace
................ ........ .......... ........  . ...   7 7: a7  ::::X "7  7 7 : " 7 ' : 7
are all intended to create a prideful settlement
in supportive interchange.
How then might the City Village provide the
restorative sanctuary we call liveability?
Liveability is provided by building housing and
office together and creating an option for living
and working without commuting, by providing shared
public spaces and shared services for human
interaction, and by building into the complex
variety and overlap of the differing activities
involved in mixed-use development. Parents and
children as well as office persons can mingle at
all times of day or night. Here the human
activity can be reassuring and comforting and ~~
provide for the sense of habitation and habita-
bility. Whether or not the users of the City
Village choose to live, work, or live and work in
the complex, the architectural design supports the 1MP'
idea of habitability through cooperation.
A more thorough discussion of building the JWas"
'shared image' is covered in the Chapter on
Architectural Design, where public and semi-public
shared spaces are illustrated architecturally.
Early site diagram /
building section
19
Path and ground floor plan
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THE PROGRAM
"Massachusetts.. .has an ideal
environment for business, including,
so far, a very strong educational
environment and an international
airport, but there are problems such
as traffic and parking that public
officials have to come to grips
with.
The best way to cope with this is
to have people work where they
live."
Edward C. Johnson, Chairman
The Fidelity Group of Mutual Funds
in Boston, Boston Globe, Real
Estate, Financial Services: fast
growing business, February 1985.
22
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Program Overview
The City Village is an architecture generated
from programatic user needs. Density, community,
and liveability requirements are designed into a
mixed-use building complex organized around a
common outdoor space and indicating an identifi-
able architectural image.
The need to build denser housing in Cambridge
is supported by several factors:
1. There are a limited number of buildable
lots available in Cambridge.
2. Despite the fact that the population is
not increasing rapidly, 42% of Cambridge
residents are single people that prefer
to live in their own residences. In
comparison, the number of residences
lived in by one person in 1970 was only
32.4%. The number of households
increased by 2400 between 1979 and
1980.4
3. There is a community need for more
housing.
4. There is an active community interest in
the development of city land for
community good.
23
The New Workstyle
Recent studies in demographic and market
trends indicate that since World War II, the
lifestyle and the workstyle of the average
American has changed. Statistics indicate that we
are in transition from an industrial society, one
dependent on the production of goods, to a
technological society, one dependent on the
exchange of information and services. At present
in Cambridge alone, over one-half of the employed
population works in a service industry, whereas
only 16.6% work in manufacturing and construc-
tion."
This transition into a technological society
has been the primary factor influencing change in
human workstyle and lifestyle. As this thesis is
not a study of demographics or market trends, I
will discuss the effects only as far as they
relate to user needs.
The contemporary office is significantly
different from the workplace of the industrial
worker. Industry is less noxious and there is
less need to isolate it from residential neighbor-
24
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hoods. Telecommunications and technology have
increased business mobility. Large companies,
small companies, subsidiaries, self-employed
consultants, and small business persons can now
work individually or jointly from anywhere in the
United States including residential areas. The
potential here is for a mixed-use architecture
combining living and working spaces, accommodating
these changes, and addressing the density problems
of the urban areas.
What are the activities of the office worker
in the contemporary office workplace? Whereas the
worker of the past may have banged out a part in a
noisy assemblyline, the contemporary worker whisks
about noiselessly in a clean, climate-controlled
spaces. According to Newsweek magazine, "More
than half the American labor force is wearing a
white collar now, producing services and informa-
tion rather than goods." The office of the future
is a transformed workplace. "The computer with
its terminal tentacles lies behind this revolution
in design. 116 Quiet provided by miniaturized ear-
phones and acoustical partitions allows the worker
concentration on video display terminals. The
isolation and inactivity of work at a computer 25
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terminal has prompted many offices to design "in-
house" health clubs, cafes, and social centers,
thereby accommodating man's intrinsic needs for
eating, exercising, and social interaction. The
day of the contemporary worker might now include
both work and leisure. "The knowledge worker is
now the center of our economy ... we have to
discard our puritanical attitude toward work and
redesign his environment."7 Building environ-
ments, that are designed to reduce stress and
boost productivity by providing the opportunity
for leisure activity during the workday, mark one
of the major philosophical changes in the needs of
the American office.
26
The New Lifestyle
The structure of the contemporary American
lifestyle has been changing as radically as that
of the workstyle. The traditional household is
now, more often than not, two working parents and
children in some caretaking arrangement. Cost of
living increases have meant longer work hours for
most and less time for maintenance of the home.
Grocery shopping has become a weekly rather than a
daily endeavor, convenience foods, convenient
locations, accessibility to transportation, secure
parking, and the potential for local recreation
have all become priorities in liveability.
A look at the statistics of the local
Cambridge resident indicates that only 31.3% are
married couple households whereas 68.5% are non-
traditional households: singles, single parents,
couples without children, and the elderly.'
Without the support of the nuclear family, these
non-traditional families must seek emotional
support outside in support groups and community
related organized counselling.
27
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In the preceding pages I have outlined the
needs of a liveable and a workable environment for
the contemporary urbanite. Issues of light, air,
space, privacy, community, and convenience in time
saving services are all central to human livea-
bility in both work and life. The Program below
accounts for these human demands and contemporary
needs, and lists the requirements for space and
shared resources or services.
28
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Program
PROJECTED USERS: OFFICE
Primarily Small Businesspersons
Consultants
Small High Tech Firms
Lawyers
Graphic Designers
Architects
PROJECTED USERS: RESIDENTIAL
Traditional Small Families
Non-Traditional Families
Singles
Single Parent Families
Couples Without Children
Elderly
29
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Attractions for Office and Residential Users.
Location: Proximity to Harvard Square and
Boston
Access: To Transportation
Medical Services
Markets
Cultural and Leisure Activities
Flexible Office System
Shared Office and Residential Services:
1. Secretarial
2. Xeroxing
3. Computer data base
4. Conference rooms/presentation
rooms
5. Video center
6. Health club
7. Restaurant/Cafe
8. Daycare
9. Gardens and courtyard garden
Southern Exposure: light and warmth
Landscape: hill and views
30
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Design Parameters
1. To encourage a sense of community.
2. To provide accomodations for a variety of
lifestyles.
3. To provide convenient living and working
environment.
4. To integrate complex into the urban fabric of
Cambridge.
Critical Design Parameters
1. Group buildings around a common outdoor
space.
2. Provide shared spaces that allow for inter-
action of users, and for promotion of
community through shared responsibility.
3. Provide a variety of sizes of private spaces
to accomodate traditional and non-traditional
households.
31
Building Program
Site Area:
42,300 s.f.
F.A.R. 3.0 - 3.25 = 128,000 s.f.
F.A.R. 4.0 = 160,000 s.f.
Zoned Commercial B.: Mixed-use with a provision
for housing on the Green Street edge of site.
The building Complex will contain retail, residen-
tial, and office spaces with support services.
Building heights vary from 3 stories to 18
stories.
Land Use:
Building:
CATEGORY PROPOSED DESIGNED
Residential:
A variety of residential space
sizes ranging from one bedroom
apts. to three bedroom apts.
Some spaces could contain
provisions for work spaces.
1-3 Bedroom Units.
750 - 1400 s.f.,
Residential Units with
Work Space: 100-300 s.f.
Number of Units:
40 = 50,000-60,000 s.f.
A total of 70 spaces were designed.
Some can function as either living
or work/office spaces.
Total office and residential =
110,000 s.f.
Gross building area = 160,00 s.f.
Shared services including daycare,
health club, service nodes = 25,000
s.f.
32
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PROPOSED
Office:
A variety of office sizes with
some potential for expansion.
The sizes are in keeping with
the idea that small businesses
will be the primary users.
Retail:
Provisions for the replacement
of four retail stores dis-
placed by construction.
Building more retail space
along Mass. Ave. edge. Try to
feature some access to stores
from south side.
Services:
Shared Service nodes
Daycare/Community Room
Cafe/Restaurant
Health Club
Parking:
A ratio of two cars required
per 1000 s.f. of built space.
office units:
600-4000 s.f.
Total space: 50,000 s.f.
4 stores: 10,000 s.f.
Additional Retail:
5,000 s.f.
7,500 s.f .1
3,000 s.f.-- 2,750 s.f.
3,000 s.f.-y 2,300 s.f.
4,000 s.f.- 5,400 s.f.
160 cars
350 s.f. per car
DESIGNED
Many of the units designed as
compact units can function either as
living or work/office spaces.
9,000 s.f., 4 stores capable of
expanding into a second floor loft
space.
There are potentials for additional
retail spaces on either of the first
floors of the units around the
courtyard.
10,000 s.f., this amount of shared
semipublic space is proposed to
promote a sense of community.
(The garden courtyard is not
counted in the figure.)
N.B. The site is built to an F.A.R.
of 4 in exchange for the large
public courtyard provided for public
use. 33
CATEGORY
THE SITE
"The city is a granite garden,
composed of many smaller gardens,
set in a garden world. Parts of the
granite garden are cultivated
intensively, but the greater part is
unrecognized and neglected."
Anne Whiston Spirn. The Granite
Garden. Urban Nature and Human
Design, New York, Basic Books, Inc.
1984, p.4 .
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The site in Cambridge, Massachusetts, was
chosen to test this design program because
Cambridge typifies a city in which the changeover
from an industrial society to a technological
society is reflected in new lifestyle needs. The
site description is as follows:
Cambridge "Yellow Cab" Site - Mass. Ave. and
Bay St.
1. Description
a. Trapezoidal shape 196' Mass. Ave. north edge
X 228' Bay St. west edge X 176' Green Street
south edge. 42,000 s.f. Approximately one
acre.
b. Site slopes 22' down from Mass Ave to
Green St.
c. Southern exposure with unobstructed view.
2. Present Occupants: Four small businesses and
Yellow Cab Co.
a. Uncle Bunny's ice cream and sandwich shop.
b. Jack's music bar
c. Punk rock boutique
d. Jesse Graham woodworker and furniture.
e. Yellow Cab Taxi - Two buildings and rubble
lot of makeshift parking - will not be
relocated.
35
Site Context - Mass. Ave.
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3. Existing Buildings:
a. Mostly brick, one-story buildings
b. 1920's - with no architectural detail nor
historic value
c. In poor condition.
Site Context
1. Mass. Ave,: an urban connector along.which a
variety of commercial and residential uses
occur. A curtain wall office construction
directly opposite on the north side of Mass
Ave.
2. Green Street: Is parallel to Mass. Ave. but
one block south. Residential in character -
mostly small 1-3 family unattached residen-
ces. Beginning of Riverside neighborhood.
3. Bay Street: Perpendiculars into Mass. Ave.
and forms western edge of site. Entrance to
the parking garage for the new brick clad
office building across from site.
The key to the "Yellow Cab" site's suitabili-
ty lies in its location, its character, and its
size. The form of an office and residential
complex responds directly to the location of the
site. Bounded by office/retail on one edge, and
residential on the other, the site's identity is
37
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formed by the occurrence of different uses.
Therefore, I am providing an architectural form
which moves down in scale from Mass. Ave. to Green
St. and is similar to the site's context. Its
proximity to Harvard Square and to transportation
to downtown Boston make the location viable. The
necessity for community interaction and inter-
change of services make it a desirable location
for both living and working.
The size of the site is both large enough to
house several different types of attached build-
ings and small enough to allow unity and intimacy.
The hilliness of the site becomes a physicality,
demanding level and transitional changes suitable
to the linkage of different building types and
uses. An attractive feature of the site is its
southern exposure with little blocking of views
and light. The design will take advantage of this
both aesthetically and physically (passive solar).
Development of this underutilized site would
help contribute to the need for housing and
smaller work spaces in Cambridge.
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"... man has reached a point in
evolution which requires the
deliberate conservation or restora-
tion of civic mingling places.
These may not correspond in form to
historic places, but must serve the
same essential function: places in
which humanity becomes human, where
people in their great diversity meet
in concourse and reach their highest
potential."
Shape of Community: Realization of
Human Potential.
Serge Chermayeff and Alexander
Tzonis, Penguin Books. 1971.
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Design Overview
The design schemes of the City Village
illustrate the integration of contrasting uses-
residential and office, by establishing a system
of paths and places that act as a transition zone
between the very public and the very private. The
circulation network provides for the needs of both
the workers and the inhabitants as they overlap in
their use of the public and private spaces on the
site. A hierarchy of places and paths moving from
the most public to the most private is organized
by form changes in scale, location, and materials.
The initial phase of my design, the massing
of buildings, was guided by a mixed-use program,
the context of the site within the city of
Cambridge, and the desire to re-interpret the
natural landscape. Much consideration was given
to the immediate needs of the city for more
housing and a different scale of office develop-
ment.
The urban context of Massachusetts Avenue,
and the residential context of Green Street
provided the site with the potential for a project
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Early diagram - circulation
which could form an architectural transition
between differing density and use areas. Site
considerations are discussed in the Chapter on
Site.
The question still remains, of how one might
build a complex that can meet all the space and
density requirements determined by the program and
still feature liveability. The City Village
design tests the solution of organizing all the
buildings around a common or public courtyard
garden space. This feature allows for a utili-
zation of the light and warmth of the site's
southern exposure and retains outdoor space as a
public space. The courtyard becomes the principal
organizing factor, as it becomes the principal
reference for the growth of the configurations of
the buildings and the circulation system of
gardens, lobbies, and pedestrian 'streets-in-the-
air' which connect and feed these buildings. The
buildings of the complex are organized so that the
entrances to the private spaces face the courtyard
garden. To build a sense of connection and
continuity, movement into these spaces is always
from the garden edge.
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Composed of a series of small scale places,
the garden courtyard is an informal and intimate
public environment. A tone of humanity with
respect to scale and use is generated throughout
the architecture of the entire complex, by the
design of the courtyard and its relation to the
building.
The siting of the buildings with regard to
the neighborhood, was influential in determining
the positions and dimensions of the buildings.
Maintaining the Massachusetts Avenue address for
the ground floor of the office and retail entrance
continues the more formal urban context of the
street edge, and defines unofficially the build-
ing's use. The Cambridge zoning code requirements
for the building heights and the residential
townhouses on the Green Street edge, were manipu-
lated in order to allow for a transitional
building type linking the urban edge of Massachu-
setts Avenue and the residential edge of Green
Street. One could not provide the users of the
site with the public shared garden courtyard
unless density demands were met in a more appro-
priate architectural type than the townhouses
55
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required for Green Street or the low-rise office
buildings at the Mass Avenue edge.
The tower building on the Massachusetts
Avenue edge is a dramatic marker for this mixed-
use project. On the ground floor it houses retail
and above the ground floor is a mixture of
residential and office space. Rather than divide
the uses according to building type or floor, a
decision here was made to allow private use to be
determined by natural selection and by the
provision of the shared services in the community
nodes. Probably the most desirable residential
spaces will be those elevated from the bustle and
noise of the street; whereas the office space will
be determined by its proximity to direct public
access. The shared service nodes will house a
variety of resources ranging from washers and
dryers to computer terminals and copy machines.
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Paul Klee Sketches
The Network
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A system of paths and places move to and from
the garden courtyard feeding the circulation flow
from public to private and back again to public,
as a network of veins might do, branching from the
stem of a leaf and transporting nutrients. Just
as the courtyard garden becomes the stem or the
focal structure of the architectural complex, the
network becomes its primary support structure. No
design of circulation can function successfully or
as an entirety if there is a weakness in its stem
or in its network. The primary goal for the
network is that it supports the program needs of
community by keeping the individual buildings in
the complex as parts of a larger whole, and
providing for both the collective and the indi-
vidual feeling by allowing private spaces to grow
beautifully from public spaces.
Sketches for courtyard circulation
into lower lobby 61
-Twm 41tio, 10C
rit77iTi
-- 
-
T(1~A~
62
IA ,17
m --- -f
I
Sketches of Mass. Ave. elevation
(Street wall)
I 
-
I
Early massing sketches
(.0
Co
Li"
LAJ
63
I
Lawrence Halprin
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To the Garden and Beyond
A path indicates direction and therefore
should have an understandable relationship to the
whole of architecture and landscape. One chooses
a path not only because it takes one to a place
but also because it holds a store of experiences
along the way. Therefore, stopping along a path
to rest or digress briefly in a small place or
node is a common pattern of human behavior. If
one were in a landscape, or in this case crossing
an edge of a courtyard, this might suggest
stopping for a view, and if one were inside a
corridor it might mean utilizing a shared service
node or sitting in a window seat.
The entrance experience from Massachusetts
Avenue is perhaps the grandest and most poetic
entrance experience. Moving from the very urban,
noisy, and congested experience of Massachusetts
Avenue, the user is directed to travel under the
tower building by a pedestrian street. The brief
experience of shade and cover of the passageway
only intensifies the anticipation of the brightly
-lit garden visible as a framed view ahead. The-
ambience of the garden is distinct enough from the
Giorgione
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experience of the street to realize that the
transition from public to semi-public has been
made.
Entering the garden courtyard is the user's
first experience of a place linked to the path.
The direct view into the courtyard provides a
vantage point from which the organization of the
entire complex can be understood. A place is
defined as a collection point where a concentra-
tion of activities can occur. It can be formed by
the crossing of several paths; it can be a node,
or it can be a space large enough to house the
activity of turning, changing, or shifting
direction. A place is, or should be, part of a
whole or the organization of a whole. Through its
physical attributes, a place can also serve as a
focal point for the human expression of common
hopes and needs.
The garden courtyard is a focal point of
these expressions. Facing southward, the garden
court allows for both light and views. Separating
the courtyard from the street and taking advantage
of the southern siting can provide the user with
the restorative peace and privacy so vital to living.
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Fifth Floor street-in-the-air70
Connections street-in-the-air to lower lobby
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Partially enclosed by the buildings and
connected to all of them and to the street by the
network of paths, the garden courtyard becomes a
meaningful public place of user interaction.
Siting the buildings and much of the circulation
zones to keep the user near to and connected with
the courtyard edge helps bring delight and a sense
of prideful ownership to the users. The plant
materials and flowers, or the shade and color of
the garden contrast texturally and coloristically
to the materials of the predominantly masonry
ground zone.
Turning at a right angle, entrance can be
made into the main lobby of the Tower building.
The virtually transparent entrance allows the
entering user to maintain a view of the exterior
courtyard. At the entrance, a botanical garden
rises three stories. This provides a formal
landscape connection to the exterior garden
courtyard. The fragrance of the earth and plant
material helps symbolize the extension of nature
and landscape into the building as well as
emphasizing the vertical connections between the
floors and the connection of the lobby to the
The ancient well in the Piazza Cavour. San Gimignano, Italy
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ground zone. The main lobby itself is a two story
place offering a variety of uses by providing for
circulation, seating, and nodes for food services
such as a coffee wagon. Rising in the elevator
the user is reminded of the landscape by the
visual connections at each floor. If the elevator
door were to open at the first three floors, the
occupant would see the botanical garden and
beyond; and on each successive floor the door
would open to a view of the exterior courtyard.
At the fifth floor and every third floor there-
after the lobby directly connects to semi-public
outdoor terraces or balconies. on the third,
fifth, twelfth, and fifteenth floors there are
small garden terraces or small pieces of landscape
to be enjoyed by all the occupants and to continue
to establish the psychological connection with the
ground zone and the garden theme.
The entries to the offices and the residences
are connected by pedestrian 'streets-in-the-air'.
These 'streets-in-the-air' are another kind of
interior path: with one side open to the courtyard
and the outdoor light. These street-like paths
run the length of the complex along the third and
74
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the fifth floors, linking the structures together.
Some sections of these streets are outdoors.
These semi-public streets are accessible from the
courtyard by either the exterior stairs or the two
sets of elevators. Using these connective streets
to travel the length of the complex while main-
taining visual contact with the courtyard will
give the user a more pleasant and less disorient-
ing experience than that of an interior hallway.
Along these semi-public streets would be semi-
private nodes or locked rooms of varying sizes and
uses where residents and workers alike could have
access to shared equipment or community spaces.
Some of the services provided in these nodal
places might be laundry, xerox, computers, a
workshop, a video/television room, a small
theater/presentation room, or children's play
spaces.
The most private spaces in the City Village
are the offices and the residences. As mentioned
earlier a flexible system of use determination
allows for interchangeable uses on each floor
rather than use segregation by floor which is
common practice in most multi-use buildings.
77
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Designation of a place for office or residential
use will be influenced by location with respect to
public access. Clues for the layout of individual
spaces will be given by plumbing, window loca-
tions, and space sizes. The design and finish of
the spaces will be the responsibility of the user.
Although a variety of space sizes will be avail-
able in the building, the proportions of the rooms
will be determined by the division or the multi-
plication of a modular proportion of approximately
850 square feet or a room size of 20' x 45'.
Movement through the interior and exterior of
the complex can be continuous. Exiting from the
private zones and following the pedestrian street-
in-the-air can bring the user along the courtyard
garden edge of the complex, down an exterior stair
and into the garden courtyard again.
The Green Street entrance has a more informal
feeling. This entrance is part of the residential
neighborhood of Riverside which is significantly
less public than Massachusetts Avenue. Therefore
the transition from the street into the courtyard
is more quiet. Going under the building the path
would then direct one through the courtyard and
78
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Section sketch with street-in-the-air beyond
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into the lower lobby which acts as an interior
semi-public courtyard or a foyer servicing the
Health Club, the Restaurant, and the Daycare
Center. Near here an elevator gives access to the
residences and offices on the upper floors,
including the streets-in-the-air at the third and
fifth floors. Continuous movement from Green
Street to the lower lobby, up to the streets-in-
the-air, and across to the Massachusetts Ave.
tower building is possible.
The Bay Street entrance is distinct from the
Green Street and Mass Ave. entrances. Outdoor
stairs lead the user up from Bay Street and onto
the edge of the courtyard garden of the City
Village. Here there is a choice. One can travel
along the edge of the courtyard and view the
landscape, or one can move directly into the
courtyard garden and the lobbies of the main
buildings. The outdoor experience of the Bay
Street entrance is more open, and different from
the more enclosed entrances of Mass Avenue and
Green Street. The unbuilt edge of Bay Street
emphasizes the landscape of the public or semi-
public courtyard and underscores the availability
80
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of the public space for any user to share and to
walk through.
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City Village model - Aerial View
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A summary of the design points out three
significant aspects of the complex:
1. The City Village is organized around a
garden courtyard.
2. The design parti is built upon a
circulation network of paths and places;
and a pedestrian environment is estab-
lished.
3. The City Village provides for a flexible
system of use selection in private
spaces.
The most visible and perhaps distinctive
aspect of the City Village is the garden court-
yard. Here the objective was to find a building
form which would create a sense of community and
contemplative privacy in a moderate density
complex. The garden, therefore, functions as an
organizing formal aspect for the building configu-
ration and as a symbolic connection of place to
landscape: the built world to the natural world..
Rather than build a suburban house-type with
landscape surrounding it, the City Village builds
the garden within. The two-fold purpose of the
W gn--:"m'g g
................. ~
courtyard is to establish community pride and
pleasure in the uses and views of a beautiful and
fragrant public space, and to create a transition
from the very public to the very private. The
garden court becomes the backyard garden for the
users of the complex and a front yard garden for
the general public.
Siting the buildings around a public court-
yard, and opening them to the south for light and
warmth was a means to create pleasant environments
for the circulation and mingling of humans. The
perimeter-like form of the buildings protects the
complex from the street, yet is permeable by
pedestrian traffic. Entrance can not be made
directly into the buildings from the very public
street, but rather must be made through the less
public garden courtyard. The courtyard itself can
take on the characteristics of a pedestrian
street. Pedestrian movement throughout the
complex is made to be continuous and uninterrup-
ted, by elevating parts of the buildings on
columns, and by providing paths which connect the
different site edges. These paths negotiate the
hill's slope and level change with a series of
83
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terraces that allow the pedestrian to physically
experience the landscape transition.
The-third, and perhaps most unconventional
aspect of the office and residential City Village
complex, is the flexible system of use determina-
tion. As discussed earlier in this chapter, use
can be determined by a process of 'natural
selection'. The structure of the spaces is
similar in the rough layout. The locations of the
spaces, their public access, and their proximity
to different types of shared service nodes would
be determinate factors in their selection for use.
It is projected that a ratio of at least 40%
office/workspace to 60% residential would maintain
an adequate client base for the provisions of the
shared services.
These ratios are critical for the creation of
a mixed-use community in the City Village.
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Note
Parking for the complex will be provided
underground with access to both lobbies by
elevator. A more complete exploration of parking
is not within the scope of this thesis.
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Ground floor plan (later development)
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Note: 1. From the sixth through the eighteenth floors, Service Nodes and Community Nodes
are built every third floor.
2. Private spaces on these floors are of flexible use, either office or residence;some
of these are duvlex units.
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SIXTH FLOOR
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Note: 1. From the sixth through the eighteenth floors, Service Nodes and Community Nodes
are built every third floor.
2. Private spaces on these floors are of flexible use, either office or residence; some
of these are duplex units.
NINTH FLOOR
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Note: 1. From the sixth through the eighteenth floors. Service Nodes and Community Nodes
are built every third floor.
2. Private spaces on these floors are of flexible use, either office or residence; some
of these are duvlex units.
TWELFTH FLOOR
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1. From the sixth through the eighteenth floors, Service Nodes and Community Nodes
are built every third floor.
2. Private spaces on these floors are of flexible use, either office or residence; some
of these are duplex units. FIFTEENTH FLOOR
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Note: 1. From the sixth through the eighteenth floors, Service Nodes and Community Nodes
are built every third floor.
2. Private spaces on these floors are of flexible use, either office or residence: som
of these are duvlex units.
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127
L
128
IMass Avenue
[7
~~~~~~~1 I
BAY STREET ELEVATION
121
130
Mass Avenue
SECTION B-B Green Street
f
132
looking west 133
134
-#U- -6MMMW1#&#M
135
REFERENCES
136
The building references in this chapter
include three examples of projects located in
Cambridge, and one example of a project in
California. All the projects were completed
within the last twenty years. The buildings and
their development were selected to inform me about
issues in housing, mixed-use development, and
design.
The Sunset/Shoreham project is a proposed
development for West Hollywood, CA. Although
there are some similarities in the mixed-use
program and the design solution, the key influence
is the office design. Here the offices are
specifically designed unit sizes rather than the
more common open floor plan office. These offices
range in size from approximately 850 s.f. to 2000
s.f.
The 1000 Mass Ave building is located between
Mass Ave and Green Street on the adjacent Bay 137
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Street edge. There are few similarities between
the City Village and 1000 Mass Ave. For example,
one cannot rent office space smaller than 5000
s.f. at the 1000 Mass Ave office building.
Therefore most tenants are dependent on
sub-leasees. This single use office development
sits on a site only slightly larger than the City
Village. I studied it to identify differences in
my site development and design.
Peabody Terrace is a married student housing
complex for Harvard University. Despite its
single use development, the design was an
influential reference because it is an
architecture providing for- social interaction by
creating pleasant spaces for shared activities.
The last reference, the Charles Square
project, is one of the few contemporary mixed-use
developments in Cambridge. This project differs
138
Peabody Terrace axonometric
from my thesis both in program and design. Here I
looked at, but rejected, the idea of developing a
mixed-use complex in which buildings were
separated according to use. However, I did
observe the design of the public spaces and
evaluated their success in terms of pedestrian
connections to Harvard Square and the circulation
network of the complex itself.
139
SUNSET/SHOREHAM MULTI-USE BUILDINGS
Architects: Architectural Collective, Venice, CA.
Location: West Hollywood, CA.
Sunset(strip) Boulevard.
Program: A mixed-use, office and residential
complex for entertainment-related activities.
Office: 24,000 s.f.
Residential: 12,000 s.f.
(9 units)
Height limit: 60'
F.A.R.: 3
Parking: 91 cars
The larger six story building is sited on the
Sunset Blvd. and reinforces the street edge. This
is primarily duplex (2 story) office space with
residences above. A skip-stop corridor scheme
allows each office and residence unit view and
sunlight. The building moves up a 30' grade
change towards a residential neighborhood. The
rear building is smaller in scale and primarily
residential. These buildings partially enclose a140
semi-public courtyard with an ornamental pool as a
focal element. A partially covered outdoor
pedestrian street links the Sunset Blvd. with the
interior courtyard. All units on the Sunset Blvd.
edge are provided with balconies.
Design Influences:
1. The design solution provides for two
different building scales; one relating to
the commercial Sunset Blvd., and the other
relating to the residential neighborhood.
2. Offices and residences are a variety of
sizes but all small in scale; mixed-use on a OFFICE DEVELOPMENT
small site.
3. Provision for use of southern exposure.
4. Pedestrian walkway creates potential for
uninterrupted public movement through the
site.
5. Office spaces are defined for small scale RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
business; not a part of a big open floor
plate.
6. Individual balconies for units.
7. Courtyard space provides defined and
pleasant open space for users.
UNIT ERESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 141
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This complex was designed for a specific user
primarily involved in the entertainment busi-
ness. This allowed the architects to be more
specific about the sizes of spaces they designed.
The complex is clearly designed to be more semi-
private than the open courtyard plan of the City
Village.
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1000 MASSACHUSETTS AVE.
Architects: Symmes, Maini, and Mc Kee Architects
Location: 1000 Mass. Ave., Cambridge, MA.
Proximity to Harvard Square.
Program: A 4 story office building on Mass. Ave.
Office: Rentable Area - 108,000 s.f.
Office Sizes: 5000 s.f. - up
Building Footprint: 36,500 s.f.
Total Building: 140,000 s.f.
Site: 50,000 s.f.
This is an office building adjacent to the
Yellow Cab site on the Bay St. edge. Like the
Yellow Cab site, the 1000 Mass. Ave. site sits on
the hill sloping down from commercial Mass. Ave.
to residential Green Street. On the Mass. Ave.
edge it is a 4 story building rising 55 ft. and on
the Green Street edge it is a 6 story building,
rising 80 ft. At the building rear (Green St.) is
a small limited access toddler park. This edge
was originally zoned for townhouse units. At the
Mass. Ave. entrance is a small public plaza.
There is an interior atrium space acting as the 145
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entrance lobby, with some retail spaces on the
Mass. Ave. edge of the building. Two levels of
parking are provided underneath with access from
Bay St.. The building is clad in brick.
Design Influences
I studied the 1000 Mass. Ave. building
because it neighbors the Yellow Cab site. My
final impression was that the design was not
sensitive to the context of its site. Therefore
for me, there were no design influences from this
solution. I did note, however, the following fea-
tures:
1. The attempt to provide public space at
entrance by connecting open area to sidewalk
area.
2. The brick cladding echoes traditional
material of Harvard Square.
3. Underground parking.
4. Central atrium space helps orient user
and provides for some user activity overlap.
5. Provision for some retail on ground
level.
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Townhouse vernacular 147Green St. showing rear edge, 1000 Mass. Ave. and
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Criticisms:
1. The building fills the site and is
especially disturbing on the Green Street
edge where it rises 80' from ground level and
confronts a residential neighborhood of 2-3
story wood frame buildings.
2. The entrance plaza is an undefined open
space and not inviting to general public or
users as a mingling place. There is no
seating, no greenery, and no smaller defini-
tions.
3. No public services in lobby - no phones
or restrooms.
4. Public park at rear is limited to
neighborhood access only. (fenced in!)
5. Bay Street edge rises directly from
sidewalk and not penetrable by pedestrian
users; parking entrance reinforces Bay St. as
an auto circulation route.
148
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PEABODY TERRACE
Architects:
Location:
Program:
Sert, Jackson, and Gourley, 1964.
On the Charles River, Cambridge, MA.
A Harvard University graduate
housing complex.
500 units of housing
Site approx. 7 1/2 acres
22 story towers (3)
Since its completion in 1964 Peabody Terrace
has served as a married student housing complex
for Harvard University, Camb. MA. The complex is
an arrangement of 3 towers, each 22 stories high
and 4 lower buildings with heights between 3-8
stories. The arrangement of these 7 buildings
form several open courtyards which interconnect.
Several of the buildings also interconnect through
elevated walkways. This courtyard configuration
responds to the traditional campus format of the
existing university.
The Peabody Terrace was designed to provide a
large amount of housing and to retain an open area
f ,
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for community and user recreational activities.
This acts as an extension of the Charles River
Park at river's edge.
The intention of this architectural design
was to build housing and promote community through
shared spaces. Spaces designed to build support-
ive community included: common rooms for seminars,
laundry rooms in pleasant roof-top location, roof-
top facility for -outdoor use, a convenience store
facing courtyard on ground level, and open outdoor
spaces. The system of skip-stop planning,
(elevators stop at every third floor and stairs
connect apartments on floors above and below),
encourages intermingling of residents from a
number of different floors.
Parking is provided discretely in a parking
structure adjacent to the site.
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Design Influences:
1. Building community into housing.
- Building tall and compact to provide
open outdoor shared spaces
- Arrangement of both high and low
buildings around courtyards
- Circulation network promotes user
intermingling and familiarity
- Provisions for communal rooms or nodes
- Communal activities in pleasant
surroundings (laundry)
- Convenience store
2. Progression of unit sizes relates
individual units to the whole.
3. Towers are oriented for unobstructed
views and southern exposure.
4. Integration of River Park context.
Peabody Terrace - a courtyard
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CHARLES SQUARE
Architects
Location:
Program:
Cambridge Seven Associates, Inc.,
Camb., MA., 1985.
Harvard Square area, Cambridge, MA.
A mixed-use project on a 4 acre site
providing hotel, office, retail and
condominium spaces. Primarily a luxury
complex.
Hotel: 300 rooms - 231,700 s.f.
Meeting Facilities - 10,485 s.f.
Food and Beverage.- 8,555 s.f.
..t 
_ 
.
Building : Area - 112,275 s.f.
Area - 48,450 s.f.
No. of stores - 22
Area - 187,450 s.f.
86 condo units.
685 cars.
Office
Retail
Condos
Parking
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Charles Square
This is a mixed-use complex organized around
an interior courtyard space that is partially open
on the southern edge. A second open and more
public plaza is located on the north-eastern
corner of site. Entrances to the retail, the
courtyard, and the- hotel can be made from this
plaza.
The Charles Square complex tries to extend
Harvard Square to the river by trying to extend
the pedestrian circulation patterns of the Square
itself. Originally there was to be a public
pedestrian path moving into the interior courtyard
and through the low glass entrance to condominiums
and into the JFK park. This plan was not imple-
mented because of security reasons. Direct public
access to park is made by pedestrian road on east
edge of site between JFK School and Charles
Square.
Public amenities such as retail, a cafe,
restaurants, and a health club are located on the
site. The individual buildings each define a use,
this is another method of breaking down a mixed-
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use development into smaller scale buildings.
The City Village is significantly different
from the Charles Square. Firstly, the City
Village is not a luxury complex and the image is
about uniting working and living for a range of
middle-class and small business users. And
secondly, the City Village courtyard becomes the
focal place for a continuous pedestrian circula-
tion network which is more public and permits more
integration between the public zones of the
context and the complex itself. The system of
flexible use office/residential determination
allows for more community. Shared services and
shared places are essential to concept and are not
only amenities.
Design Influences:
1. Mixed-use development in medium dense
city.
2. Buildings organized around courtyard
space w/southern exposure for housing.
3. Provision for amenities of Health Club
and Restaurant/Cafe.
4. Variety of building sizes on site.
157
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Criticisms:
1. An abrupt division between public and
private spaces. Interior courtyard not
really public - instead public remains at
N.E. plaza corner. Circulation not continu-
ous.
2. Amenities are provided rather than shared
services or spaces.
158
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U.S. CENSUS - CAMBRIDGE RESIDENTS BY HOUSEHOLD AND RELATIONSHIP
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
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1980
NUMBER
17,415
12,163
23,189
1,264
54,031
9,339
12,082
7,436
28,857
1,102
11,332
12,434
18.3
12.8
24.3
1.3
56.7
9.8
12.7
7.8
30.3
1.1
11.9
13.0
20,850
16,193
29,200
66,243
6,112
9,449
6, 69 8*
22,259
IN FAMILY HOUSEHOLD:
HOUSEHOLDER
SPOUSE
OTHER RELATIVES
NONRELATIVES
SUBTOTAL
IN NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLD:
MALE HOUSEHOLDER
FEMALE HOUSEHOLDER
NONRELATIVES
SUBTOTAL
IN GROUP QUARTERS:
INMATE OF INSTITUTION
OTHER0
SUBTOTAL
1970
NUMBER
899
10,960
11,859
ALL PERSONS 95,322 100.0% 100,361 100.0%
*In 1970, nonrelatives were not identified by household type.
0'Other" includes students in dormitories.
U.S. CENSUS - CAMBRIDGE HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE
1980 1970
TOTAL TOTAL
HOUSEHOLDS % HOUSEHOLDS %
SINGLE PERSON HOUSEHOLDS 16,329 42.0 11,785 32.4
AMale Householder 6,555 16.9
AFemale Householder 9,774 25.1
FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 17,415 44.8 20,850 57.3
Married Couple Family 12,163 31.3 16,193 44.5
Male Householder, no wife 973 2.5 930 2.6
present
Female Householder, no 4,279 11.0 3,727 10.2
husband present
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS (2 OR 5,092 13.1 3,776 10.4
MORE PERSONS)
A Male Householder 2,784 7.2
AFemale Householder 2,308 5.9
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 38,836 100.0% 36,411 100.0%
PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 2.13 2.43
AThis information is not available for 1970.
20.8
16.1
29.1
66.0
6.1
9.4
6.7
22.2
.9
10.9
11.8
* ...... ..*.*..*..*.*~.*.*.. 4.... .* *.~*x:.:.:.x. '''*......*.*.*.
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Employment and Payrolls in Cambridge - 1983
No. of 5 of 1983 Annual
rM Frms Payroll (000)
% of No. of
Payroll Zmnoves
Agriculture & Forestry
Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation, Communication
and Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Financial, Insurance,
Real Estate
Service Industries 1
Total
a
.5% 4 3,077,761
3.2 54,198,560
7.1 277,040,658
13
87
194
80
191
690
2.9
7.0
25.4
57,326,801
71,654,518
129,541,525
172 6.3 42,410,708
,290 47.4 1.022.512.226
2,719 100 5 * 1,659,357,699
.25
3.3
16.7
3.5
4.3
7.8
2.6
ILit
100 5
186
1,649
12,352
2,698
3,032
12,648
2,700
49,042
84, 373
.2%
2.0
14.6
3.2
3.6
15.0
3.2
J8.1
100 5
Figures do not add to totals due to roundoff errors.
Source: Massaohusetts Division of Employment Security, 1983.
167
5 of
1980 U.S. Census - Cambridge, MA
Community Development Department
.......... 
.......
Total population 95,322
Families 17,415
Households 38,836
Housing units 41,300
Vacant 2,442
Occupied 38,836
Seasonal 22
Sex
( 5.9%)
(94.0%)
( .1%)
Male 46,334 (48.6%)
Female 48,988 (51.4%)
White
Black
Amer. Indian
Asian
Other
78,460 (82.3%)
10,418 (10.9%)
184 ( .2%)
3,612 ( 3.8%)
2,648 ( 2.8%)
Persons of Spanish origin 4,536 (4.8%)
Marital
Male
Female
Total
status by sex
Single
23,163
20,303
43,466
(52.2%)
Age by race
White
Black
Amer. Indian
Asian
Other
Total
(15 and over)
Married Divorced
13,113 2,001
13,060 3,363
26,173 5,364
(31.4%) (6.4%)
0 - 4
2,670
742
7
215
294
3,928
5 - 17
8,063
2,108
31
271
576
11,049
18 - 64
57,8960
6,722
136
3,041
1,715
69,474
Household type
Single person HH
Male
Female
Family HH
Married couple
Male head, no wife
Female head, no husband
Nonfamily (2+ persons) HH
Male head
Female head
Total Households
Median age 28.6
Male 27.1
Female 30.2
168
Total With person <18
16,329(42%) (see non-family)
6,555
9,774
17,415 (45%)
12,163
973
8,019(99%)
5,172(64%)
339( 4%)
4,279 2,508(31
5,092(13%) 92 ( 1%)
2,784
2,308
38,836(100%) 8,111(100%)
Race
Widowed
933
4,984
5,917
(7.1%)
Separated
922
1,399
2,321
(2.8%)
Total
40,132
43,109
83,241
(100%)
65+
97T=
846
10
85
63
10,871
With person 65
4,015(51%)
3,651 (46%)
252( 3%)
7,918(100%)
%)
~ ,
Place of birth
Massachusetts native
Other U.S. native
Foreign born
1980 U.S. Census - Cambridge, MA
Cambridge Community Development Department
41,781 (43.8%)
35,978 (37.7%)
17,563 (18.4%)
Total Cambridge population 95,322 ( 100%)
Place of residence in 1975 (persons 5 years and older)
Same house
Different house
Massachusetts Middlesex County
Other county
Other U.S. Northeast
North central
South
West
Abroad
Total persons 5 years and over
36,817 (40.3%)
19,283 (21.1%)
8,399 ( 9.2%)
10,596 (11.6%)
3,569 ( 3.9%)
3,250 ( 3.6%)
3,133.( 3.4%)
6,394 ( 7.0%)
91,441 ( 100%)
Selected ancestry groups (persons of mixed ancestry are counted twice)
Irish
English
German
Italian
French
Portuguese
Polish
20,780
18,173
9,619
8,775
5,704
4,957
4,570
(21.8%)
(19.1%)
(10.1%)
( 9.2%)
C6.0%)
( 5.2%)
( 4.8%)
Language spoken at home by age group
English only
Spanish
Speaks English well or very well
Does not speak English well or at all
Other language
Speaks English well or very well
Does not speak English well or at all
Total persons by age group
5 - 17 years
8,511 (77.0%)
550 ( 5.0%)
58 ( .5%)
1,616 (14.6%)
322 ( 2.9%)
18 years and over
63,501 (79.0%)
2,108 ( 2.6%)
584 ( .7%)
11,390 (14.2%)
2,848 ( 3.5%)
11,057 ( 100%) 80,431 ( 100%) 169
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Income in 1979 for households and families
Less than $5,000
$5,000 to $9,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 or more
Total
Median income
Mean income
Households
6,425 (16.5%)
7,270 (18.7%)
6,779 (17.4%)
5,845 (15.0%)
4,116 (10.6%)
4,223 (10.8%)
2,544 ( 6.5%)
1,116 ( 2.9%)
637 ( 1.6%)
38,955 ( 100%)
$14,211
$18,563
Families
1,642
2,857
2,756
2,750
2,357
2,583
1,587
732
455
( 9.3%)
(16.1%)
(15.6%)
(15.5%)
(13.3%)
(14.6%)
( 9.0%)
( 4.1%)
( 2.6%)
17,719 ( 100%)
$17,845
$22,924
Income in 1979 for families by race and Spanish origin of householder
Less than $5,000
$5,000 to $9,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 or more
Total families
Mean income
White
1,147 ( 7.9%)
2,129 (14.7%)
2,116 (14.7%)
2,318 (16.1%)
1,915 (13.3%)
2,206 (15.3%)
1,451 (10.0%)
1,156 ( 8.0%)
14,438 ( 100%)
$24,642
Black
318
' 506
452
297
309
301
122
19
(13.7%)
(21.8%)
(19.4%)
(12.8%)
.(13.3%)
(13.0%)
( 5.2%)
( .8%)
2,324 ( 100%)
$15,949
Other
177 (18.5%)
222 (23.2%)
188 (19.6%)
135 (14.1%)
133 (13.9%)
76 ( 7.9%)
14 ( 1.5%)
12 ( 1.3%)
957 ( 100%)
$13,997
Spanish origin
196
265
150
144
45
78
31
11
(21.3%)
(28.8%)
(16.3%)
(15.7%)
( 4.9%)
( 8.5%)
( 3.4%)
( 1.2%)
920 ( 100%)
$13,171
Mean family income in 1979 by number of workers
No workers
1 worker
2 or more workers
All families
Mean income
'$ 9,710
$19,520
$28,437
$22,924
Total families
2,556 (14.4%)
5,588 (31.5%)
9,575 (54.0%)
17,719 ( 100%)
Mean household income in 1979 for occupied housing units by tenure
owner occupied
Renter occupied
Mean income
$31,392
$14,742
All occupied units $18,553
Total units
8,889 (22.9%)
29,947 (77.1%)
38,836 ( 100%)170
Occupation of employed persons 16 years and over
Professional and managerial
Professional specialty
Executive, administrative, managerial
Technical, sales, clerical
Technicians and related support
Sales
Administrative support including clerical
Service
Farming, forestry, fishing
Precision production, craft, repair
19,767 (39.8%)
14,234 (28.7%)
5,533 (11.1%)
15,151 (30.5%)
3,321 ( 6.7%)
2,796 ( 5.6%)
9,034 (18.2%)
6,650 (13.4%)
163 ( .3%)
2,939 ( 5.9%)
operators, fabricators, laborers . 5,012 (10.1%)
Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors
Transportation and material moving
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, laborers
Total employed persons 16 years and over
Industry of employed persons 16 years and over
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Nondurable goods
Durable goods
Transportation
Communications, other public utilities
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Financial, insurance, real estate
Business and repair services
Personal, entertainment, recreation services
Professional and related services
Health services
Educational services
Other professional and related services
Public administration
Total employed persons 16 years and over
2,815 ( 5.7%)
988 ( 2.0%)
1,209 ( 2.4%)
49,682 ( 100%)
2
202 ( .4%)
1,166 ( 2.3%)
6,620 (13.3%)
1,365 ( 2.7%)
813 ( 1.6%)
1,109-( 2.2%)
4,904 ( 9.9%)
2,531 ( 5.1%)
3,183 ( 6.4%)
1,814 ( 3.7%)
3,438 (47.2%)
2,537 ( 5.1%)
3,050 ( 6.1%)
3,570 ( 7.2%)
4,802 ( 9.7%)
14,243 (28.7%)
4,393 ( 8.8%)
49,682 ( 100%) 171
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Median Persons per Household
1960
2.3
Averaqe Persons per Household
1960
2.79
1970
2.0
1970
2.43
1980
1.8
1980
2.13
Size of Households - 1980
Persons
1
2
3
4
5
6+
No.
16,329
11,655
4,983
3,177
1,462
1 ,230
38,836
42.0
30.0
12.8
8.2
3.8
3.2
100.0
Proportion of Units That Are
1960
7.0
Overcrowded (3>1.00 persons per room)
1970
5.6
1980
3.6
Number of Units by Size of Structure3
Single Family Houses
2-4 Units
5-8 Units
9-20 Units
172 21 +
Number
3,755
14,639
4,422
3,601
12,892
39,309
9.6
37.2
11.2
9.2
32.8
100.0
ANALYSIS BY AGB 
NEIOHBORHOW POPULATION 1950
Age Group
Under 5 years
5 - 9 years
10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-414
45-149
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75 years and over
Total
1940
Total Percent
7,374
7,726
8,776
9,651
10,029
10,061
8,964
8,138
7,807
7,161
6,14554
5,388
14,634
3,707
2,568
2,441
1950
Total Percent
6.7 10,400*
7.0 7,680*
7.9 6,330
8.7 7,207*
9.0 9,831*
9.1 10,640s
8.1 8,712*
7.3 7,824
7.0
6.5
5.8
4.9
4.2
3.3
2.3
2.2
7,389
6,894
6,949
6,079
5,208
4,290
3,177
3,683
9.3
6.8
5.6
6.4
8.8
9.6
7.8
7.0
6.6
6.1
6.2
5.4
4.6
3.8
2.8
3.2
110,879 100.0 112,343 100.0
19140 1950 1950 stu-
1950
pop. 1940-1950
Neighborhood pop.* pop.* dent pop.# adjusted net change
1 9,043 8,232 - 8,232 - 811
2 913 4,118 2,295 1,823 1,382
3 10,616 9,627 - 9,627 989
4 U,212 n,319 - 11,319 117
5 14,353 13,767 - 13,767 - 586
6 15,092 17,459 1,512 15,947 855
7 7,812 9,314 2,337 6,977 - 835
8 1,717 6,738 1,384 5,353 636
9 10,578 12,615 801 11,814 1,236
10 12,007 12,798 68 12,730 723
U 11,91 12,237 - 12,237 323
12 451 478 - 478 27
13 2,181 2,038 - 2,038 - 143
City Total 110,879 120,740 8,397 112,343 1,64
*U.S. Census Tract Data interpolated according to neighborhood as necessar
#Students and wives and children of students living in college and
university housing as reported by college and university authorities.
Source: Compiled by Cambridge Planning Board Staff.
POPULATION TRENDS
Source: U.S. ,Census of 1940 and 19 O
*Adjusted by the Planning Board staff to exclude students,
wives, and children living in college buildings and
dormitories, who were not counted in previous censuses.
CHARACTERISTICS
1940 1950
Individuals Total Percent Total Percent
Native white 81,297 73.3 94,320 78.9
Foreign-born white 24,558 22.1 20,325 16.4
Negro W,858 4.4 5,280 4.4
Other 166 .2 395 .3
Total
Male
Female
no,879 100.0 120,320* ' 100.0
52,A79 47.3 59,350 49.5
58,400 52.7 60,970 50.5
Year
1790
1800
1810
1820
1830
1840
1850
1860
1870
1880
1890
1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1950
Change
Population Number Percent
2,115
2,453
2,323
3,295
6,072
8,409
15,215
26,060
39,634
52,669
70,028
91,886
104,839
109,694
113,643
338
- 130
972
2,777
2,337
6,806
10,845
13,574
13,035
17,358
21,858
12,953
4,855
3,9949
110,879 2,764
112,343* 1,464
16.0
- 5.3
41.3
84.3
38.5
80.9
71.3
52.1
32.9
,33.0
31.2
14.1
4.6
3.6
- 2.4
1.3
Source: U.S. Censuses of 1940 and 1950
*Includes students and students' wives and children.
Source: U.S. Census 1790 to 1950
*Adjusted by the Cambridge Planning Board Staff to exclude
college students, wives, and children living in college
buildings and dormitories who were not counted in previous
censuses.
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This con o project contams
both residences and offices
By Anthony J Yudis
Globe Staff
Boston-based developers Rich-
ard R. Ruggiero and Walter C.
Grovcr, who specialize mostly In
suburban developments, believe It
is good Investment strategy to try
to put more than one type of build-
ing useon a deveopmentsite.j
At* cst that's thpiosoph
they.1have embraced at Essex,
Green. a-.bullding projet under
construction in Peabody off Pros-.
pect Street near the Northshore
Shopping Center.
On one side of a 23-acre devel
opment site, The Newport Group-
the company headed by Rugglero
and Grover - is constructing a 72-
unit residential condominium
complex of townhouses and apart-
ment buildings.
on tie othei side: construction
is under way on another Newport
Group development, this one
strictly foolffice condomnlum. t
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could own an1 condomnIuM, a
and after work-take a-short walk
to his or her residential condomin'.,lti Btio eat' the developers'i
aren't aware of anyone who has
*gtboth.
he'by site, there was noAtrong market for oMce space,'
said Ruggero.,.)--
.;!We felt it'~a a natural slte,
For housing, but at the same time
we also decided that it would be a
good Idea to build some office cor-
dominiums. Some people thought
a ltd b alng tskjdonj
o Wee bd, since thdre is a lot-
d 'vacant ce,buldings in the.
area, and some questions were
raised as to whether office coido-
mniniums would sell." he said.
The developers said they decid-
ed to lessen the risk by offering
both products - office and residen-
tial condominiums. If one type of
eal estate product were to hit a
soft-selling market, perhaps the
other type would help to keep the
cash flow going. the developers In-
dicated.
The site for the housing origin-
ally was zoned for industrial use.
and the developers worked with
the city for a zoning change. The
developers wanted to have' more
leeway In how residential town-
houses and garden-type apart-
ment structures could be ar-
ranged. and they opted for zoning
that would be much more flexible
than a single family subdivision.
A planned residential develop-
ment zoning designation was i-
nally approved by the city. That
gave the developers the flexibility
they sought.
They sold quickly
When Newport Group put the
first 23 residential units on the
sales market. all were sold (luring
the first weekend. The two-bed-
room units sold from $123.000 to
$145.000.
"We recently put an additional
15 units on the market. and have
priced these from $131.000 to
$156.000 - and we now have let-
ters from potential buyers that
cover all of these units." Grover
said.
"Now we are getting ready to
put another 24 units on the mar-
ket. and I think we will be plan-
ning to sell this third group for
about $3.000 to $4.000 more than
we are selling the second group."
he added.
The first two two-story office
condominium buildings, each
housing 6.000 square feet and
now under construct ion have also
been soki, said Grover.
One building was sold in a
group of distributors anid manti-
facturers. he said. The space was
sokl for about $110 per square
foot. "and for the second building
we had three buyers who included
two lawyers and the Investment
subsidiary of Carlson Companies
of Salem." he added.
Larger office building
Prices ranged from s 115 to
$116 per square foot for the sec-
ond building. he said. The two of-
fie condo builkings and the res-
dences were designed by Benjamin
Nickerson of Medford.
Grover said the next office con-
dominium building will be a three-
story structure that will house
about 24.000 square feet of space.
i Is being designed by Joseph La-
Grasse Assoclales of Andover. lits
company has not yet put a price
on this busilding space.
mhixe both tpes of condomit
ims %eemed to he well-receied )in
the marketplace. Grover said. the
decision to go with both residen-
tial and commercial t-s was still
a good one.
--If we only planned on offliee
condominiums, I don't think we
could have absorbed all the space
the site could have handled.' he
said.
The office condominiums. he
said, also serve as a transition be-
twecen the older commercial area
adjacent to The Newport Group
project. which include the adja-
cent Northshore Shppping Center.
an the new residential condo-
milniums.
- He said tile office condos are
designed to look more like residen-
tial buildings. lie said the archi-
tects have given the commercial
buildings "the look of Georgian iar-
chitectural style." The residential
appearance of the offices made It
easier to market the residential
condominiums. Grover contended.
And "as developers." said Rig-
giero. "we decided that we had to
he careful not to speciatize in only
one produrt."
The Newport Group was found-
ed 2% years ago by the two part-
ners. Ruggiero formerly was a vice
presiicnt of tharketing for Spauld-
ing & Slye Co. of Burlington. a ma-
jor real estate development. con-
sulting and brokerage company
that has been a training ground
for a number of executives who
eventually left the company to
start their own development bust-
nesses. Grover formerly taught
management at Bentley College
and was involved In consulting
work before joining Ruggiero as
an equal business partner.
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